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Ne Renkin-Hoover 7/28/64, palmprinte. | 

fe I mentione§ i- the jong letter immediately unon tting 
thie verkage from von, I baad cheeted intn tule es fer ss 1 then\eolé 
in the snrine +* 68, 1 an certain | gent Sylvis a ce ny of tast pT 
inverview with Rey (bait 1' va Just cheewd wer book uhd tuere is ‘no 
reference te it). Thies was before Woes trying to keep eny organized 
files (if l rwy without Wsittay you saudder use tais description), so 
it is not in my cards and it is not under my large "rifle" filo, not 
under Vey, It must, therefore, be in PY, the eppendix. | 


ity recollection is thet it is roughty of tip time of those 
Gurry phone reports J uge in “Ile This trig-ered my recollection. 
I ehecked WWI" (39) and the fete is @/8/i4. T tel] you note dstes, 
If Goover and Gn were en confident in July , why aia they feel that 
Just te fore the revert was iesued they needed 5 *arther statement from 
Qs¥, Who just refused to five it ard at eway with it. ln ‘my erent, 
I heave it, sod the firet time 2 unpack Til's aprendix I'11 ebeck there 
end if it is there 7°21 copy fer vou or cite to you. "he whole thing 
hengs, ee | reesl) it, on en imperveetion pickec up in the print. Vithev; 
it there is no evidence Osvald evar touched tlet gup.sand despite the TH 
letter, Cu2he4, until they “spotted” this transferred flew, the }SI 
had no resson to telieve tuc prinw Wes reol end, withcut doubt, did 
c#st suspicions to the presse More, that polmprint didn't exist shen . 
-- tue FBI got it, vey having "Lifted" or remeved it. : 


| This copy, the Goldberg variation, tears no PC identifi- 
cotion. When you cen, if you'd tell me Wiat it is, I'll so mark it, 
I‘ll filed it under "rifle" unti1 then. 


Breve Goldberg/Renkin, eskine not for 6 definitive pnsvwer, 
Was there s print or ween't there, but only did you spill the beans? 
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